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responded to MCImetro's request of April 14. 1997 as to "whether. when. and by what means

US West intends to meet the additional deadlines." See Exhibit C. The Board should impose such

requirements upon US West. because US West has not voluntarily met those deadlines.

CONCLUSION

29. US West has willfully, with no explanation or legal justification. refused to comply

with the requirements of the local interconnection agreement between MClmetro and US West

relating to Operations Support Systems ("OSS") and the overdue deadlines of the contract and

Implementation Schedule.

30. In addition. US West has not yet complied with the Board's order resulting from

MClmetro's fll'St motion to compel. MClmetro and US West have tentatively agreed to an

arrangement under which MClmetro will review additional documents and US West will then

decide whether to allow MClmetro to obtain copies of those documents. MClmetro is also

awaiting US West's response to MClmetro's request for electronic access to the documents (or

at least computer disks or CD-ROM access until electronic access is available>. A hearing with

respect to whether US West has complied with the Board's order or whether US West"s conduct

continues to be willful is therefore premature at this time. MClmetro reserves the right to renew

its first motion to compel or seek other relief at the appropriate time.

WHEREFORE, MClmetro respectfully asks the Board to issue an order compelling US

West to comply with the Board's interconnection order and provide an operations support system

to MCImetro that is at least equal to that which US West provides to itself; impose upon US West

an alternative. more expeditious schedule for development of an electronic interface than that

proposed by US West: and take whatever steps are available to the Board under the law [0 compel

11



US West to comply with the requirements of the interconnection agreement and Implementation

Schedule. as described above.

Dated June 25. 1997.

Respectfully submitted,

'kn...r:::::~. (C(I(.Cl ~
DAVIDJ. LYNS V
OF
DICKINSON, MACKAMAN, TYLER &
HAGEN.
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
1600 Hub Tower
699 Walnut Street
Des Moines, Iowa 50309-3986
(SIS) 246-4540
(SIS) 246-4550 FAX

KAREN L. CLAUSON
MCI TELECOMMUNICAnONS
CORPORAnON
707 17th Street, Suite 3600
Denver. Colorado 80202
Telephone: (303) 291-6655
FAX: (303) 291-6333

ATIORNEYS FOR MCIMETRO ACCESS
TRANSMISSION SERVICES. INC.
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AT&:.T COMMUNrCATrONS OF THE MIDWEST, INC.
MClMETRO ACCESS TRANSMISSION SERVICES, INC.
MfS COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY
US WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
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PBocmDRA1, RIITORY

L TIlE STATUTORY AND RlGULATORY fRAMEWORK FOR THE
DEVILOPMENT orLOCAL COMPE11IION

In 199'. the M!DIICIOUL.....,..,.. feIisIItiorl opcninc the locAl ~1~.phoM
mlricet to compeddon. Mhu1. Slit. § 237.16 :a number ofohlipaiM$ an p,'\\idm ~f

telephone service to &cilitate die developmeat of. CGCllpeddve market :and to prol«l ,. public
intaest.

On Fcbrulry •• 1996, die~ideaI""'" iDID law die TellCYOIIIIIIUDicadom Act of 1996 nhc
Fcdenl AI::t or~ "J.1IeA ,.pow••pnMrIc .. benefits orCOIIIpCIition Itl t;.~.

ci1izllDs lw OI*riIIIII.hc " ClOIIIPCddon- (Coafcn=acc Rqx1n to
ICCOIDPIIlY s. &52). UIIdIr of1beM,a ClOIIfuitbe local exc:.... CII'ricr (nEC or
DIW~ provicIeklClla«' ...._.-k...--with.....(
1oeI1 (ILBC or.......,·.1111.III til ._.;doawill dlelLEC",.......n.
die purchuo ofhi rica ...............1.1 oldie _ ....., ........
netWOrk ....... 47 U.S.CII ZSI (c) ,.,ZJ1 (IIJ. Iftile ILEC _she ClEe canraos mcb=
......wItbiD..dale hare IpICiIed ia..Aa. J*IY lIlIY pedtioa the S..
commiaIoa to IIhI_ maaoIwd i-.1IId to Older COIIIiaent with Chel~ ,'(-lhe Act
-11 Us.C. .f ZJl (b).

On July 2, 1996. the ,edera. ComIIluaicItionsCo."'" (FCCl ilSUed :In .,..,:wt rule,-..
related to number (liOIUttiiIit1 in its fIRST REPOItT AND ORDER AND fURTHER ~on'·t.

OF PROPOSED IWLEMAKINO, FCC Doc:ket No. 95-116. FCC 96-216. (FCC .\·"IIIM"
POI'ttlblllty Ordu)•
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On Aupst 8, 1996. the FCC issued Inorder..Nks related tohl~on.resalc.1Dd
ace:as to unbuDdled network elements in ics FIRST REPORT AND OllDER.. FCC Docket No.
96-98t FCC 96·323 (FCC InIUCtJllMClIDn 0rtItu or FCC Rilla). The FCC Imc:rcoaAccdon
Ordeqxovidcd detai1ed rules to pide s-=s in imp1ememiDa the requiraDC:llti ofdie Act.
POI1iou ofthe FCC Orderaad RulCI, primml)' those related to pricing. have RCImtlybeen
stayed by the Eilhtb Circuit Court ofAppeals.

D. INttIATION or'l'HISI PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE COMMISSION

011 Februiry I. 1996. MFS~_eo..~ (MFS).-ved US WEST
ComIlRlllicldoDs, IDe. (US WEST) widla Nq1IIK to , Act. Alel'dIe
....&ilecl to rach ..........oa....1'f!.11 MFS pcddoeed o.auaion tor .
llbitmdan.,...... to !beAct. Oa July 19. ·1991. tbe eoa.lIIiaa...ita 0RDEIt
0RAN11N0 PE11110N AND ESTABUSHINO PROCEDUIU!S FOR ARBITRATION. In
atOrder the Commission rer.........-cr to ID AdminillJ'Mive Law Judie (AU) for a-iaI
8Dd let out the procedudItbrrJIIt for the ninIioo. The Commission lbailed piny intervaIdon
ill the proceediq to the DepInmeat ofPublic ScMce (die Dcpanment) aad 1he Residential
Utilities Division ofme Office ofA.ltarDe). 0ennI (the RUD-OAG). and aHo-'ed olbers to tAke
pIrt as "OOIl-pll'ty plrticipeats." Uncia dlc time tiame established in till: federal Act. the
Commission set a November 8.1996 dadline for a final Commission decision on the arbitration.

On MIIdll, 1996, ATclTCommuniCAdonsoftbc Miclwcst.. lnc. (AT&:TI sct\'td"'S WEST,,;d\
a lequest to ftll0tilre UIlder the Act After the .-nes railed to :I@~ on all tMir nqotiatcd
issues. AT&T petidoncd the Commiuioa {or nmacion pursuAnl to 1M Ael. On AUIUSI 9. 1996.
the COIJUDiaion issued its ORDER GRA.'\'TINO penn~ ,\~D ESTABLlSHI~G

PROCEDURES FOR ARBITRAnON (1M ...rei TPnkyJUNJ o,.,llrl. This Ord~ referred the
matter to an AU for bcariat. set arbiU1ltion pnadura. allo\\'ed l1Oft1W1y panicipancs.. and
limired perty imavemion to the Depanment and die RLJD.OAG. Glider lhe time ti:une set out in
the Federal Act. the Commission Sd 1\ o.:ccm~-r~. 1996 de:ldli~ r,'r 01 .in:l1 Cltmmiui"n
clccisiOIl 011 the coasoIidatcd arbitrations.

On Man:h 26. 1996, MCIm.etro Access T....iaioa Scn;~.. Inc. (~IClmclfO' smwl
US WEST with • riIqueIt 10~ uadcr die AcL AIacr die panics failed 10 apu on alilheir
aeaodatecl __MCJ..- pcUdaaed 1MCe_i" for arWaratiora ...... CO the Act. On
.....26. 1996, tbceo.-j..._..U.ORDEIt. O1WIT1NQ PE1l110N A.~1)

ESTABLISHING PROCEDURES FOR ADlTRAnON Aa'-"D GRANTING REQUEST FOR
CONSOUDAnON (11tt MeT",."" Prtadwul Onkr). This Order re'Cncd tla.: mltkr 10 11ft

AU for heIriD&-...trinIion procIduIes.1IIoMd~. paniciplnlS. and limilCcl pIft)"
i~1l1O1be DepInment and the RCD-OAG. The Urdcr also cmsalidalecl ~'ClmetlO's
arbitration with thIt ofAT~T. The Commission reuinN ,he ~~m"",,, ~. 1~d~line

estlblished for the AT&T :srbitr.llion.

By Order dated Scpfiembcr 13, 1996. AU Ed\\wd SCh\\'llI1ZNtXf ~,'nsolidal.:d the MFS·
US WEST arbi1rDdon with those ofATclT and MClmcao. ~IFS. which tW ~~tc.-d the
consolidation. waived its ripl to .. earlier decision...Iin< and ..~n:<d 10 th~

December 2. 1996 deadline for a Commission decision in lhe consolidated arbitmtion.
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The followiaC panies were p8Dtecl pII'tic:ipa JlItus ill die c:onsolidaled lI'biuation: Frontier
T~lemanagement.lnc.; Sprint CommUDicalioas Compaay; met United Telephone Company.

ID. THE PARTIES AND tHEIR REPRESENTA11VES

Tbe parties aDd~ representaeives are as follows:

ATAT wuJeple.u" by JoIm B. V. de Nodb, Jr., lad... J. Ayoue..... lad MoIpn.
2200 rUSl NadoaaI a.tBuiJcUn& St. PIIII, MN "101, IIId Rebecea DeCook, AT&T.
1B7S Lawrea:e St., Suite 1575, DelIver, CO 10201.

MCfmetm was L1:pIl..-H by AmJ ICIGoIa:......~ R.. w.z.- BcD Omoraabe, Only,
PIar. Mooty, Mooty AIJauJc:u. 3400 Citye--. 33 Soudt Sbdh St.. M1enMpolis. MN 55402.
IIId Philip E. StoJ&cpu. 1600 Hub Tower, 699 Wliaut St., Des MoiDa. [A 50309._
Kana L. CJauIaa, 707 175m St. Suite 3700, Dam:r, CO 10202.

MFS wu rcpreseatcd by Ricban:I M. RiDdler aDd Lawrc:acc R. Frecdmu, Swidler and Berlin.
3000 K St. NW, Suire 300. WasbiDItoa, D.C. 20007.

US WEST \VIS 1"'__ by DaYid o. Seykan, us WEST,2oo Sourh Fifth St.• .Room 395.
MiaDapOlis. MN SS«n, aDdJ_A. GtIJ..-, Maull .t SiIIIoa, 2000 MicIwIIt Plaa
Bui1diq West, 801 NieaUet Mall.MJ~lis. MN 55402, IUd Ka~l1 E. Sheftield.
US WEST, 1101 Cllifomia St., Suite Sl00, Denver, CO 80202.

The Depanm.mt was reprcsental by EI1cD Gavin and S. Jeffay Oxley, AssistantAttomeys
Gen~. 1200 Net Tower, 445 Minnesota S4 Sl Paul, MN 55101-

The RUD-OAG \'. n:prcsc:DtCd by Scott \1¥iJeaIky aad Eric 1. Peck, Assistant AttorneyS
OcmcraJ. 1200 Net Tower. 445 Minnesota St, St Paul, MN 55 101.

IV. EVIDENTIARY HEARINGS

The consolidaMd '1rbkIIIioa.........CCJIIductlIKt by Mminit'.rativc Law Jud&n
PhyUis A. Reba (CIIIir), AlIID W.~Ste¥I M. t.fiIIIldIic:k, IIICI EdwIrd J. ScIM.Il.....
(topIher7 1be PaMI). He.iIIp-.ebold..October 7, 1996, to October 15, 1996. ill St. PIut.
M1~ ne recant closed. OJI October 24, 1996, upoa __pt orebe.., briefs.

/

The Panel filed ils Albib'MCHS' R.epart with die Comminion GIl November 5, 1996. The
Arbhrators' Report addressed 94 wnsoIWJdi_whidI the puties luId included in a joint Ida
,,(disputed iUlleS presented to the hnel. E.~to the Report raised five additiamd
u:u~St,h·~d hcsUl:s rq;arding nuuters between US WEST and MFS.

v. CURRENT PROCEEDINGS BDORE nm COMMISSION

On No"....ber 14. 1996. the Commissioa heard onJ arpments from the puties and on
~O\'CIIlber 1S. 1996. the CommissiOD met to deliberate.

3
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Upon~ ofdie eatire record oftbil proceeding, the CommissiOll nwkcs the following
Findings ofF~ Conclusions ofLaw. and Order.

GElUBAL FINQl!GS AND CONCLUSIONS

I. JURISDICTION

Tbe Conuni-. _juriIdicdaD OWl' dIiI proceedi"l UDder § 252(b) olrbe Pedeal At:t laid §. f
237.16 aad216A..OSof~ S....

Sectioa 252(b) oldie N:t pIOvideIilrS. ftw·i....abiWioaof. M_........
tD..adatiaas"'~"'__tD''''''''''''III''''
S~,it......1be Commi ..ave eICIa...forda ill r- aaWndoa)
pllitioa IIIId the IapOIIIe. if111)'. by _ coac:Iitiaas •• .... .,., t~s.C. §
2Jl(6)(4)(C).

Sectioa 237.16 ofMb....S-.WIll die C..issbt widI braid .......1). ,.. 10
compeddwally, iDtIIft:MMCdoa ad the 0Iba' rIited in Ibis llbiallion. The
Commiaioa has adutive aadJority to pNSCribe die and conditions lor &he pmision ot'
local tclcpbonc--,-.7 ra.cl cOlS'UCdoa ill onIerlO '"bria&" rair and~
competition .. _" MIla Slat. § 1J7.16. subd. 1(11). The Commission also has auchorit)· to SCI
tenu tor tempway incaulllllO':tiaa UDder § 237.16, sabel. 10, and to prescribe rules in ';mwly
all the... reInIat to 1bis llbitration, iDcludinl DCtWOrk unbundling. number p>nabmt~· :mel
service quality ..... § 237.16, subd. 8.

\
Sccdon 216A.05 audIoriD:s the Commission to iDwsU.-. bold hariap.. issue ordm in
canying out its IIIDItOry duties, wbicb iftdudc the Commission's rapcmsibllitics unckT § ~37.16.

II. DICSION STANDARD

In rao1viDa me __ ift tis IdJiUIIioD lid impoIi..coedidonL dieC~ must
(I).........~............, '1 off 251 or..Ace. iacIUdi.. aA)' "l~'
abaab&e rc. 'n.pracribed",..FCC ,..'.... t 2$1: (2) es,......~. nasa lOr
......doa,"'araetwark .'1••__.'2.52(d)otdleN:t:" el) pnt\ide.
ICheduIc Iw......,...by the ..... ./7V.s.C 11JNtJ. The COIIIaIission ma~' also
establish orafarce otber~ of__when...... issues rebted to

ifttellD1lJ'llly~ UDder § 252. -11 U.s.C.111S2(~)(J): lSJthl: IIIIJ 6IJltn' I,.

In short. the Carruniaioa must impose tams IIId c:oaditions in this~,,~ th:at Me lU~.

r~=le~nondixriminaton· and fair to boIh lhc ftCW -.'I'IU'3IlU .and II:.: In,umt-..··::. I ... \\ i ... i .
consistent with the specific rCqwrement5 set fanh in fedentJ ond stoa~ t3W.

01. IMPACT OF 8TH CIRCUIT STAY OF CERTAIN FCC RULES

On Oc&obcr IS. 1996. tbe EiPth Circuic Coun ofAppet" in '... V,iU'ja &Mgt .., ii' \. ,;cc.
issued 1ft order staying the followinl portions of the FCC Interconnection Orcb. AJ'P!ndix 8­
Final Rules:

4
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PirmpLY diltribulion. The CommissiOD fiDds 1bat US WEST must facUba&e the cliI1ribulion by
US WEST Direct ofone white aad one yellow pIpS direclory to every telephone subtcriber
within the sqraphic area covered by die directory•

....•
The CollUDission believes that all pIl'ties aaree 10 this requiremeDt, aad all will be beocfiaed by
the explDded clirecmries.

Yellow DIll' edmSjai. US WEST is••fJih ofUS WEST Din:ct. Gi..dais....
US WEST must tbIt it iI...ill. 'CtOIIIP1IlIi:ItvwlJ .....__by US WBST. avii
die 1In' JfUS WEST rcaiws -",w·' dae bill US WEST DIalCt lew~ of
yellow paps adveItiIiD& eLECt sboald.....die _ cacarillioa. US WESTDiIectmat
aM CLECs the..opportuDity to~dime-., Ulliap. itpmYides to US WEST (for
exIIDplc, throuIh IOIDC type ofbktctiDc pmc_). If.CLEC is DOC JiwD1be _ direccol:y
liItiDg opportuaity IS US WEST. the a.sc...NCIiw a....ofdle mIIIIIII (baed Oft the
~ ofliaes belonging to that CLBC ill tbe pIIdcuIar list) that US WEST receiws &om
US WEST Direct.

us WEST should maD its c:oancts with US WEST DinlCt &VIiIab1e tot review by CLECs. IS

necess.y, to easure rhat the CLECs are receivilll the same services at the Slme terms u
US WEST.

The CommiaiOll approw:s US WEST'I poposcd ccmuaet laapage on tbae issues, to the exteDt
it is consisteDt with this decision.

IX. QUAUTY STANDARDS
. \

At least initially. new eIIU'IIIa will compefe trilla US WEST priJMrity tbrouIh raellioa !be
iacumbalt's ICI'Viccs. ad pun:haiac die ..oldie Calaplny's WlbuadIed MlWOIk dementi.
Tbe quality ofdlc saYic:es ptOvidcd by dieDIW....., .........will"'. subsuuuially ou
the quality ofthe scrvic:es or DCtWOrt eIennIs dIq flc:eift &om US WEST. Not surprisiDglY.
AT&T and MCImetro have raised the issae ofCJUIIity hi tbis proe-d;q.

Specifical1y, the pIIIIia bave liked diec. tID lUlU (1) .....ilb
quality IIIndIIds appticIbIc to Ibc scrviceIlIId '.s US WEST available to
compedtors; aDd (2) impaleperfomaae Cft'dits for 6Dure to II*t rboIe .

N disc..... below. die Commission will onIw.....to iocoIporatc AT&Ts quality
stllldlrds and perfocmance credits imo the US WEST/AT&T and US WESTIMClmetro
Olyrccments.

A. StleetiOD of Quality StaDdards

1. TIac lIIae

The parties disapee 011 wb8I quality SbIIIdards cbe CDIUIaCt sbouId include. US WEST insists
dw it should be held to -.enera! parity ItaadIrd UDder which the Company would be required to

S3



I\••~ ..l'i1'i.lH__ J:~iv"/lUI U1U 14:07 FAt 303 Z91 un
..

.CI It'BSTERN PUBLIC POLIC

provide the same quality to compeUCDI'S - it pIOYida to ilsel( baed OIl US WESTs &WI'IIt
perfonnaDce. AT~T aDd MClmaro arpe (or more specific, objective perfi)tm:IaCe stIIIdlRls.

MClmetto irldudes specific pcrformaace SIIDIWds in Pm A. f 13, Atts. vm and Xofits
proposed contract. AT~rs COIlIrId incIuda stIDdan.ts and~Oll pedbu...... m....
called "Direct Measures ofQuality" (DMOQs) in § I, Aft. t 1ofhs proposed IpCCmcat. The
DMOQs meuulle perfonDIncc inarea lUCIa u m-11ari0il aad rq*r to'umi....; crouble
IepOI1S; missed appoimmcDrJ: ICCIII to iIIfarmatiaa for handUna pre.order iJlqairia ofpoaible
subscribers; aDd compledaa ofsubecriberocders. .

US WEST's~ coatnM:rt t XXXII. woaId IiIIIply I....US WBST1U....or""
[hi] awnae pecfomwnce ••• for tile 10tIIl aaiwrIe ofspecified 'ICtiYiIies." saIIject II) audit
pmcedures ill § XXIV.

2. Applicable Law

The Federal Act requires ID ILEC to provide...__with_~ ...... II at..
c:q.-I in qulity to that pnwided by rhe~J to iClllf« to IG7....1'.an- or my
ocher J*lY ...•" 41 US.C. .f 15/(c)(1J. The Act ....dimctlan ILEC to "provide •••
noadiscriminatory access to [its] network elemadl ••• on rata tenDs ud coadItioos that are just.
[and] reasonablc.~ -Ii US.C § 1J/(c)(J).

The FCC IntetconHc:Cion Order defines DODdilcri";'uory ICCCSS to unbnadled IIICtWDI:k
eJGnencs under the Act UIICCeSI "ac leal equal ia",- to 1batwhich the iDcambcat LEe
provides to itself:" -17 CF.R. § J/.JJJ(6j. The FCC Older lOIS on to require 1bc iDcambeal to
pro\ide access "superior in qwJity to mil \\'hich [it) provides itsel(,., upon request ad to !be
~XlCnttechniaaJ)y feasible. -Ii C.F.R. § jJ.3/ 1(c~. Tbc incumbent bas the burden o(ptO\'iDI that
an,.. such request is teehDieaJly infeasible. Jet

Scon 2S2(d) of the Ae:t requin:s the Commission to resolve Opeil issues in ID abitmtioD by
-imposm, appropriate c:ondidons ......

3. nc 'anel's Reco....datioa

The PIDel concludes tbaI US WEST..pnMdI intl.............me. to
COIDpItifors at the _level ofquality mec.,.,provides to itIeIf. 1111"'~
NCaanCndI dIM the Commission~ US WEST OrA'.alnla.......
abide by die pcrformIncc c:riteria and audit US WEST'.~c-...I §
XXXII. XXIV, VI(E) and XXX(CX3). The Paael 1IIIG1I6riIer...die CLSCs illdIiI
case be required to use US\\-"ES'rs pn»posed BFR. pmc:ess to neaodate hlPcrIevels ofquIIity.

~. C..lIlmi.~ioft Decision

The COIIIIRiaion will depItl from \he Pliler. n:atilliDCaUUon OD Ibis iIIUC _ will
direct US WEST. AT~T and MClmeuo to illCG&pOi_ AT&r.~ perf'anuIIce.....
_ DMOQs into their ftnal ....ftlCIdS as sa tanh ill f 8, AU. 11 ofATaT's ......CODCnlCL
Thcx scandards provide IftIOIIIIbIc performaacc me. IRS to emure hiP quality..nee to
subscribers consistent with the specific requiremems ad competitive aims offederal aad ate
14\\".
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The FedenIl Act. FCC 1nren:anaecti0ll Order IDd ate law rcquUe the iac:wDbcnt to provide
services aDd flCililies to • DeW enU'lDt It last • ,.my with the aervica..flcilida itpnrvidcs .
itself. Coqras IDd tbe FCC c1ady iac1uded ddI~ to proted new enaants 60m 1ftCi·
competitive conduct by III iDcllmbenf. Tbey lIDCIcnr4ocI, IS doa die CoaniIsioa, that DeW
encrmts will be heavily dIpeQ;ieDt for.. time OD tile..ices IDd networb of incuIDMsq
AUowiq aD incum.beat ro prvvide Iowa:ez-lity ta"Vices or fAci1i11et to • coaspcdtor WDUIcl ....
the competitor. a SIMr'e~ bdaldle DIW__topili'"1M inferior-.icc
10 its .....or""" subIcn"bers. TbiI couIcI•••r die.......'IIDOCI will with
COIISUIDa'lt pa:baps dtepnblyt aod tbwIrt tbe new eatdat'. ability to pia.._ .-.

rlderl1lawaIIo aiWla til: riPt to.... ita OWIl,Icwl otqallity. C¥CIl ifi!......
tbe 1mII ofqaaIiIJ" pnwides'tO i1III£ The _' .,....

.' .....~ byaa.sc. Ibe .........prow "'110 datil'
iafasible. HeIe. die FCC NCOpiud tbIt DeW c••amycbo_ to 0lJIIIIIIII OIl the of
quality. weD IS price, IDd chat. new....s....10 p.owt.a ........of.rice
sbou1d DOt falter oa • iDcumba'. ret.l1D IIIIkc techIIicaIIy c..ible accommMatioDl.

The waaht ofevidence supports appl)'iDa ATIlTs..... stIDdards and DMOQs. Only
US WEST opposes adopdna these stIDdIrds.' The DepInmcm. whichi.__ the bIGId
public intemt. considers tbe DMOQs reasonable aDd its cxpen witDeSS tadficcl to 1JW etrect in
the ManIlP. ATetrs pmposed peri'onDIncc lDCISW'CS COIDpGIt with iDdustty srIDd:ards :and
offer the specificity necesaay to ensure that US WEST provides its c:ompctitors with services
comparable to its own. US WEST bas failed to pracluce ils ov,,'D inaaDII qUllity bcncbmIIb to
ensure comparability. ATetTs quality madards may exceed US WEST's in some inll8llC1S:
~~'el',me US WEST has wled to c:any its burden ofproving that these SlIDdards impose
upon it tedmically infeasible burdens.'

\

The Commission fiads~ the Panel's rec:oaIIIIftMIMons (.110 elfec:tiftly im9Jcment the
quality lu:arutees oeD: Federal Act and FCC Order. Tbc AU PInel relia OIl the
Commiaion's exiIdna Nics and on US WESTs proposecl S1Iftdard Dad audit procedure. This
appcoacb falls shan in at least two respectS.

First. the Commissioa'sexistinc rules haw: little 10 do wida the qUlli~ ofservice ODe coaapII'I1
pav'idcs another in 1Oda)·ts emerginl1Y competiri\'C market. The rules \\'at IdoJ*d neatly 20
Y.-I" far removed from !be competitiw iaues IDd IIIOdcna teebDolol)' ot1Oday. Moreover,
~. address at carrier's obIipaions to C1JCI.asas. .. its obi.... to compcdn. CO-QJriers. The
Commission's Rule 7810.2800. forenmple, requires I telephone COlnpeny to meet 90% orits

- I\T~T, ~ICIm..~ and the Depll1ment suppon adopIion oCATetTs staftd:uds and
D\IIII ..... rh..: ({"IM ):\G an.J ~WSh3\'..: 001 uakc:n II p~ti..", th~ u.~ c"fD~I()(Js. '

I The Commission no~ that the FCC ..... new altr.mts will compnJs:ltc lL£C'-Cor
311)' cJYons~. make to inctaSe the qualiC)' ofKeelS or clerncn1S \\;tbiu tbeir 0\\1111CC\\'Ork,- IS

p:an o( tbuir obJipcion to pay the costs ofUIlbundIu.. FCCImm:olfMd;un Ortkr. PtJI'UfIYIPh
JJ4. CS WESTs failure to provide any intemal bencbmarks or il$ own SCf\'ice quality prevents
tM Commission from detennininc whether AT&T's performance standards \~uld require US
\\'EST to incmISC me qwalily of its o\\on elements or network.
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.custDlMl' MIIIIIIi1lDDBtl in a number of...... TIIis ...... _-users: however. it does act
proteel a ....-1hxD..__beat dIIt dIcida to IIIeet Us 90% obliprion onlv for its own
end-UIeIS, JeaviDglbc competitorwith the mDliaiaa 10% ofunhappy si.1bscribers.,.

Secoad, US WEST'a v-.ue proposal to maIUIe quality ICCOrdiDI to its own Mlverace
perf'OnDlDCe" ill a lilt of four bIQId areas does _ provide Ibe clarity DeCUIIIY to detawiAe
wbdber US WEST is pnMcIins ........or"""'" ices ad r.:ilitiel to its~
The Coamri'liaaquadoa wbedIet US WEST'I perfermIIIce" pcavidIa __......""Iftof vice pIIiIf' tIII 1IIUItprovide.....110 &deaI_.Moreo,.. daeC4rwni CCIIIIidra US war .-foaDIDcr: III~ I.t...
for ~ia ....oI OcwI V·I"'w.,ot~cr-uar
........ wldclalld1DaD¥a-_u'" 11M.._ .... 11I1,.." 2lH Af.
1m &r>IePI WISTCt.",*g Ie fl SMyiMQMtiIr. 0RDIll ACCBPIING
SET'I'LEMENTwrm MODmCATIONS. Doebt No. P~211CI-9U41 (May 2. (996).

Tbc eommiaimlcoasicIIa specific. eatOIClIIbIe cpIIIity.....such as die oaeI proposed by
AT.tT III alII•• compaaeatof.yCOllCrlatbeftclIDID iacumbeat aDdaewcntnIIIL
Specificity IemlS die imcrcsu ofend-usas dRI:dy by esllbliIbiaa dCIII' beacbnw'kI ofquality
conMnCrS CID axpea from each ptVYider. It fta'Ihers ...i.-.ofcompedtioa by impediDl an
incumbent's ability to deny new cnltIDtS the qwWt). service _ ficiIiIids they need to compete
wkb die incumbau.

The CoauaiuioD bas DO doubt an incumbent cauId. CGGIIa'Y 10 law, pro\icIc aaew CIIUIIIl a
lesser'" of_ +iee .... it pIO\ida illelfiD ways would DOt be reMiJJ· cJiIcernUIe absatt
precise, objecIiw IIIeIIWa ofquality ia a biDdiat t. This would Ieaw the DeW CftIIIIU

It a competitive disIdv.....-=- since the new ena. would be: left passin! the inferiorpade of
setYi~on to 'its own sublcribets. The objective performance criteria ordm:d in this arbitnltioa
will 10 a long way towards eliminatiDg the IJOIfDility of1his kind ofami-competitive behavior.

The Commission, tbcref'ore. \\;11 adc)pt the.....aDd DMOQs proposed by AT~T a the best
mecbocI ofJeCUtiDa MClDIaII'O's and AT&T, dPII uadIr federa1law 10 quality Iavic:a aDd
netWOItt claMD'S &om the iacwDberat. and of.....hiP quaJicy services to 1IIbscriben. US
WEST has failed to show AT&T's proposal to be teehaiC8l1y inleaible.

B. Pai'o.....u Peuldes

1. TIle laue

MCJmewo lad ATAT zeccxnmend imposina • .,.... ofpcrformacc credits &0 00IIIpII.-c cbe
new enll'llltl for losses rau1tinl rna us WESTs filiI. 10...die.....SCI .forth in die
:J!:trec~-nL· MC'Imetrn. fClr cx:unpl~. PI'I'J'l'W:l the r~IM\i~ ires ""EST filils 10 meet:a "line
lOr pro\;sioniftl service to the newenctllU: Ci,. \\'1Ii\'eI' ofme inslalWion or ptO'YisioaiJII a.ac;
and (ii) • credit equallo the associa1.«I maa&hly~ (or che .-vice for ads moath or panial
month ofdelay. MeI,41fW..II'. A,I. X. &ctloft J.J. ATAT propo_ similarcnldits tied to irs
DMOQs. iadudiaa a 525.000 ctedil for each i..-a of5000 or more blocked CIllI&tIIIII*
,,;thin 10 nUDldeS in a sinlle exchalp resuldnt from substandard switched network
perfonnanc:e.
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The Oepannaenl eacIaIses Ibe iacIuIioD ofpcr1bnQlDce~ts in:the....l U~
by the De\Y CDU'IIDU. The J:)epanIDcm IDIiDtaias thai such credits Will poalCt DCW enna., and
pro\ide II DCCCIed incemive to ensure hip quality service: to the customers ofUS WESTs
competitors.

US wesT opposes imposins the credits, quias dJat the Commission doa DOt haw the
aulhority to impose these credits, which it cbaractaizes fs liquidated dam:Iges or penalties.

2. ApplIcable Law

ne !awl appIiclble fa ISfIbIiJbiIIIquIIity SfIDdIrda apply to the issue ofperfarmuce Cleditl
NIared to dIOII .....

3. n.Puel'.........tloD

The Pact does _!DIke aD)' m:ommendericJa GIl the i-..c ofperfonuDce credits, assumiqdJat
ATATIDdMC~ have dropped their requeslS for rbIIe credits.

4. Commusloa DecIsion

The COInBrinion ,,;n dirccc US WEST. AT&T..MCImccro to include AT&r! proposed
cn:diu in their final...-ccmeDlS. U _ fonh in~[ II to AT&Ts proposed contrKt.
C~' u» the Pane"s assumptiOlL ArAr IDd MClrneuo coatiDuc 10~ adoption ofthcse
performance credilS :as companion provisions to Ibe performaace staDdards set fom in their
proposcd~.

~ pmonn:ance credits li\'~ m~~ing(u1 effect to me qualitY~ in the~mtnL An
incumlJlmt's noacompJiancc with qUllity stIIad~ could c:au. aDew CIIII'IIII to lose eustomer
Iood \\;11 or impede 1bc new cmrant's Ibilil1lO pill__ tbue, It would be very difticull to
quanli6'1hcsc damages ",iah muda prceisioa. Tbc Commiaiaa '*IDOl en\;sioD how it nritbt
delamiDc c:xaetI)" how 1IWl)' CUS1DIDCn a neweaIr1IDt woukt lose because o(failures in dtc
incumbent's network. 01 what the usoc:iaIed __ in revcauc: would be. Nor can Ih~

Commission imqiDC placing a precise dol_ wluc Oft cbe....1:0 the new emrDnl":5
reputation. Cl=rty. the t)"pic3l case-by-ease calculation ofdamages after the (act would not
work here.

Gi,"a lhese~ AT~T"$ proposed crccIits provide a reasonable estimate oftbc
d:un:alcs ~iaIed -ida f:litl. to meet the quIIity ...... ill the COIUrICL The credics
include, (or a:unple. a 525.000~ clay chaI1e for .. illlpermissil_ delay not specific to Ad
indi\idwl claktmer. This:amounc pales ndXl to US WESTs dIU)'~ JneaUa o(
:trrr··,im:tld~ ~= ~ mi!1i.'n r~"1. tJ~ imracl "rsuch:l~'(\ft 1M CLl~C could b: 5u~tan'i~.
:stl-.:tll1l! Il" cum"l or J1')1c:nuai .:ust~s a"..ylrom me CLEC and creating Jong-stanJing harm
lU il$ rc~.iun.

l'S WeST"s pI'OpOICd CORCnICI offers nochina CGGCIele to ..wrcss Ihe: issue ofcompensadlll nc\\"
~ for f:aiJurc 10 meet ,he aasecmeal's qwaIity stIndaIds. The: Company mael~' provides
,hat tM parties ,,;11 make A good fai........ to moIve such issues throop lICIotiation or non­
binding arbitration.Massum~t.:S \VEST fails 10 meet the pcrfOf1lUll1Ce criteria Mfor IWO
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consecutive periods."' The CollUlliaioa sees DO value ill Bh a VIp~u~ WEST',
approach Ic:aves the aalon:cmaat oftbe CGiItlKt'. quality sraadaIds~ to individual
compJaiDt or eDfarceaacDt proceodinp wi..-.y c:lar guidance on how clama&es willlHl
cabal..or 11ICIIOi. This would live US WEST ftu1ber opportunity to delay 3Dd resist
competition in its local market. c:ontAry to the purpose ofSIate:md federal Ja,,".

X. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

A. 11Ie&sae

Tbe",aIlleMllJ.... til:~ incUh _ far 41., 1.1 rbIt trill uadcr
........_ USWEST...,IIIDI.cNdoa II'birI.. lOraolwd.....
1111 viDa die pIIties' riPts 10 seeklepl or .,u.HIIIiaD • J*oricled by ... or f'edal
law.

ATAT plopa...dcIIiIed biDdiaa IdIiuIlbl pa_willa. siuiallrbinIot. lions with •
....... pays'" pnrvisioa tbII would requiIe die IoIiaI PIftY to PlY all dle llbitrator's fees aacl
expenses directly related to the proc:c:cding.

MCImeIro reconllPCads III cxpedJtId Comm" pI'Of*dilll to resoh-e dispwes between the
panies. Tbe MClIMIrO .....wouIdlhoe die Coal....60 days to cItcicle the dbpae. The
Commission c:ouIcI., UIIder MClmecro's~ appoint cxperrs or facilitators to usisc in the
anccedin.. AI"'" MCIIIICUO __ its sawon for a loser pays provision. it proposes that
.-h perty pay balfof the fees and expenses incuned.

B. Applicable Law

SMion 2S2(b) of1be Feddral Act requila theC~ to IIbi1natc contraet d.des between
incumbems and aew aatrants. The Act spccificaU)' ......izes die Commission 10 decide all the
~ issues pracmcd by the panics aad impose appropriaIe conditions. .Ii L:S.C. §
]j1"'/(01)(.).

C. TIle hael'. Rccomlll.dattoa

The PaDe1 rcc:ommcDds IdoptiDg AT&Ts propoeaI, iDcludiDg the loser p:IYI pnnisioa u it
2ppIlcs to bindiDa arbitration.

D. Co.aiIs.a Decisioa /

~ C\)mmission will reject the Panel's r«OlllDlG"ioa and "ill instead. adopc MClmcuo's
ri"r"",;d. \\h~h pn1\"id&.~ far :U1l:Xpcdi~c.l Commission pn~C$5 "r Jisput(' 1\...,I~tion :.n"i an
.:qual uppordOdmc:1U of the costs between the PlUta

~ICJmetro's propasIl. more dwl cbc olbers. CIpQIIa 1bc ialcal o(the Federal Act and m:opiza
1M Med (or coatinum, and cansi_ Com..... crvaJi.... The Federal Act putS State
commissions in charge ofCftSUriIll that inUlft:Olnpllly apeemems comply wkb the law~t
\\idt the public Udcrcst. It authorizes State COl.'''.... 10 arbitIace open issues and requires dult
all.~tS under~ Act be submittecllO Swc,eommissions for approval. It makes ......
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BEFORE THE
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

'..".

,....i

In the Matter of:

Implementation ofthe Local
Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996

)
)
)
)
)

CC Docket No. 96-98
RM9101

AFFIDAVIT OF JOHN RUJA
On Behalf of MCI Telecommunications Corporation

I, John Ruja, being first duly sworn upon oath do hereby depose and state as follows:

1. My name is John Ruja. r am the Senior Manager responsible for MCl's national

planning efforts and for measurement projects associated with the implementation ofOSS

interfaces.

2. I received a B.S. in political science from Wright State University. I worked for

Ameritech for 17 years in areas ofcustomer service billing, ordering, and collections, training,

process analysis/design, and customer service systems project management and implementation.

3. I have been employed by MCr for four years in various management capacities.

My responsibilities have included negotiation and financial performance ofMCI's billing contracts

with various Incumbent Local Exchange Companies (ILECs) and Competing Local Exchange

Carriers (CLECs).



4. My current responsibilities have given me or members ofmy department personal

familiarity with the issues I discuss below.

Purpose of My Affidavit

5. Many ofthe ILECs claimed in their submissions that their OSS was completely

adequate. Although MCI does not feel that this is the appropriate proceeding in which to

evaluate this question, MCI did not want to leave the misimpression that by failing to answer

these ILEC claims, it was agreeing with them. As a result, I am going to briefly set forth a

summary of some ofthe deficiencies in ILEC OSS, focusing on three main areas --lack of

automated interfaces, failure to adopt industry standards, and inadequate evidence ofoperational

readiness. Because it is impossible to discuss the OSS ofeach ILEC, this affidavit only discusses

the OSS ofthe BOCs. Even with respect to the BOCs, this affidavit is by no means meant to be a

catalog ofall ofthe problems with the OSS ofeach ILEC.

Lack ofAutomated Interfaces

6. In its comments, U.S. West states that "[p]rocedures and systems based on human

intervention are exceedingly costly and have a greater potential for error." U.S. West is correct.

As the Department ofJustice explained in opposing SWBT's Oklahoma § 271 filing, "recent.

experience provides strong evidence that attempts at local market entry, even with the benefit of

partially automated mechanisms, may flounder without automated processes to support rapid and
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large-scale entry." DOJ Brief, p. 68. The Department further explained that in order to realize

the benefits ofautomation, an ILEC's automated interface must automatically flow through into

the ILEC's own systems. DOJ Brief, pp. 70-71.

7. Nonetheless, there are many important OSS functions for which the ILECs have

yet to offer automated interfaces. For example, many orders involve some sort of complex

service such as trunks, Centrex, 800, WATS, or ISDN. No ILEC offers automated interfaces

capable ofhandling all such orders at the volumes a CLEC may require. The lack of automation

extends well beyond complex services, however. U.S. West, for example, requires faxed

instructions to change or cancel an order or to order a directory listing, and requires a separate

order to be placed for each line ordered. Bell South requires coordination with its account teams

for all orders that have more than nine lines.

8. Even when the ILECs claim that their ordering interfaces are automated, many

times the order will drop to a manual process on the ILEC's side of the interface. In PacBell,

almost all orders drop to manual and are re-keyed by PacBell employees -- even simple resale of

POTS. In Bell Atlantic, all orders other than simple resale conversions of residential accounts 'as

is' drop to manual -- even ifeverything goes as planned. In Bell South, all orders for unbundled

elementsl drop to manual, requiring a BellSouth employee to reenter the order into BellSouth's

systems. In Ameritech, although more types oforders are theoretically capable of flowing

through to Ameritech's own systems than is true for these other ILECs, 26.7% of orders for

resale POTS dropped to manual in March, according to Ameritech's own figures.

9. With SWBT and U.S. West, it is not yet known which types oforders, or what

percentage of orders, will drop to manual on the ILEC's side of the interface.
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10. The situation is even more bleak with respect to ordering for unbundled elements.

No ILEC yet offers an automated interface capable ofhandling all such orders. Even for basic

unbundled elements, such as loops, interim number portability, and switch ports, no ILEC has

shown that it allows for automated flow through from the interface into the ILEC's back end

systems. Indeed, some ILECs do not even claim to offer an automated interface between the

CLEC and the ILEC. U.S. West, for example, does not have automated processes for ordering

any UNEs. Nynex's EDI ordering interface similarly does not support UNEs.

11. The automation ofprovisioning processes is even less advanced. Some ILECs,

such as U.S. West, do not even offer automated processes to provide Firm Order

Confirmations. Almost no ILECs yet offer automated processes for jeopardy notification or

completion notification. U.S. West does not even offer an automated process for Firm Order

Confirmations. These vital processes are therefore often delayed, ifthey take place at all.

12. Most ILECs also do not presently offer standard automated interfaces for pre-

ordering. Instead, most offer proprietary Graphical User Interfaces (GUIs), with the inherent

difficulties for national CLECs of attempting to train their representatives on each Gill. A

Gill is a front end system accessed via dial-up connections. Gills requires the CLEC

customer service representative to first use the Gill in a separate dial-up session and then re­

enter data obatined from the Gill into the CLEC's own internal systems to complete customer

negotiation functions. In contrast, an ILEC representative only has to use the ILEC's own

internal system. The dual data entry required ofCLECs is discriminatory. As the Department

ofJustice, such dual data entry while the customer waits on the line, "would place a competitor at

-4-



a significant disadvantage by introducing additional costs, delays, and significant human error."

DOl Oklahoma brief, p. 75.

13. The GUIs generally suffer from severe additional flaws as well. Bell South's

GUI called LENS, for example, is extremely cumbersome, requiring customer service

representatives to perform the address validation function each time they want to access one of

the other pre-order functions. In addition, the functionality provided by LENS is not a parity

with Bell South -- CLECs receive only a subset of the CSR data available to Bell South, can

only receive a standard service interval instead ofa calculated due date, and are "timed out" of

LENS after a certain period of inactivity.

14. Bell Atlantic's Gill called ECG is also extremely cumbersome. It requires a

customer service representative to enter the customer's billing telephone number, scroll to the

working telephone number, highlight the features the customer wants to retain, move them to

a clipboard, print them out, look up the USOCs (ordering codes) in a book to determine what

features they are for and then re-type them into the system. The key strokes needed to perform

these tasks are presented incorrectly at the bottom of the screen~ these keystrokes need to be

translated into the correct keystrokes using a mapping guide (which was provided only after

significant confusion had arisen) by Bell Atlantic.

15. NYNEX's Gill suffers similar problems, making it extremely difficult to use.

Thus only the CLEC employee who first enters an order for a customer may recall that

customer's order through the GUI, making it extremely difficult to deal with changes to an order.

Navigation through multiple screens and slow response time makes pre-ordering a lengthy

process. Additionally, it is impossible through the GUI to obtain consecutive numbers for multi-
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line accounts, or to obtain personalized vanity numbers. And the Gill is not available 24 hours a

day, 7 days a week if changes need to be made to an order.

16. PacBell does not provide any kind of automated access to customer service

records. For those pre-ordering subfunctions that it does provide, PacBell requires CLECs to

use slow and unreliable dial-up access to its CLEO system. CLEO cannot be integrated into a

CLECs systems and "times out" after any period of inactivity, cutting a CLEC's customer

representative off Moreover, CLEO only allows MCI to reserve 5 telephone lines at a time,

so that an MCI representative may have to exit and re-enter the system to complete an order.

17. U.S. West's IMA pre-ordering system similarly does not provide access to all of

the information needed to place an order. For example, it does not allow a CLEC customer

service representative to determine in which zone a customer lives, information necessary to

determine the monthly fee to quote the customer; it also does not validate addresses from

multi-family dwellings. In addition, as I discuss further below, early attempts to use the

system have resulted in a high proportion of failures.

18. Only two CLECs presently offer system to system pre-ordering interfaces. Each

of these interfaces is itself deficient. As my boss, Sam King, explained in his affidavits

regarding Ameritech's and SWBT's § 271 filings with this Commission, neither SWBT's

Datagate interface, nor Ameritech's EDI pre-ordering interface have been adequately tested,

and neither is the solution generally agreed upon by the industry.

19. As MCI explained in opposing SWBT's § 271 application for Oklahoma, while

SWBT is, to a certain extent, correct that there is not yet a standard electronic interface for pre­

ordering, the industry has agreed, through consensus in the ECIC Committee of ATIS, that EDI
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via TCP/IP using SSL3 is the appropriate interim interface for pre-ordering. The EDI

subcommittee has already mapped most data elements needed for this interface in the process of

developing an EDI interface for ordering. Although not as good as the electronic bonding

solution that MCI advocates as the long term solution for the industry, EDI TCP/IP/SSL3 is a

good solution for pre-ordering for the intermediate term. EDI TCP/IP/SSL3 provides a technical

configuration that connects the CLEC's systems to the ILEC's system and enables pre-ordering

information to be sent in near real-time.

20. The industry has not yet released complete specifications for EDI TCP/IP/SSL3.

But the ILECs are fully aware of the general direction of the industry solution for pre-ordering,

including most of the data elements the solution will use. To MCl's knowledge, none has begun

developing such an interface.

Industry Standards

21. It is critical that ILECs "comply with emerging industry standards ... and . . .

begin development of interfaces in anticipation ofsuch standards. IfaU ILECs adhere to the same

standard it will ultimately reduce the need for competitors to build completely separate interfaces

for each ILEC, lowering competitor costs and facilitating faster development of such interfaces."

DOJ Oklahoma brief, p. 74. Many ILECs, however, are dragging their heels with respect to

implementation ofindustry standards.

22. No ILEC, for example, has yet committed itselfto use the standard codes recently

defined by the Telecommunications Industry Forum ("TCIF") Electronic Data Interchange
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("ED!") Service Order Sub-Committee ("SOSC") as Feature Codes. These codes are meant to

replace the most frequently used proprietary codes used by each ILEC for ordering (USOC

codes). The thousands ofdifferent codes are often quite difficult for a customer service

representative to figure out even independent of the difficulty ofhaving to learn different codes

for each ILEC and often each state.

23. Although most CLECs have begun implementing some form of industry standard

EDI for ordering, one CLEC, U.S. West, has only recently agreed to implement EDI and has not

agreed to have an operational EDI interface even for resale POTS until mid to late 1998. Even at

that point, U.S. West will be far behind the industry standard version ofEDI which today already

includes unbundled loops, switch ports, and number portability.

24. Many ILECs are not employing industry standard CABS BOS for billing CLECs

for resold services and for unbundled loops and switch ports. Use ofCABS BOS is advantageous

not only because it is industry standard, but also because it is far more easily auditable than most

other billing formats. Nonetheless, SWBT has rejected CABS BOS for resale billing even though

its merger partner, PacBell, originally agreed to use CABS BOS at some point in the future.

PacBell is currently using CRIS for most billing and seems to be wattling somewhat on its

commitment to move to CABS BOS. Ameritech has also rejected CABS BOS in favor of the

Ameritech Electronic Billing System (AEBS) for resale billing. Bell Atlantic uses CRIS for resale

billing and for billing unbundled loops and switch ports. Bell South, although commited to

moving to CABS, also is presently employing a type ofCRIS billing for both resale and

unbundled loops and ports.
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25. For maintenance and repair, most ILECs claim to offer the industry standard

electronic bonding interface. Bell South, however, continues to offer "TAPI." TAPI is a non­

standard interface, which requires dual data entry by CLECs who must obtain the information

from TAPI and then re-enter it into their own systems. TAPI also automatically logs offa

CLEC representative after ten minutes ofnon-use. Nynex currently offers only its Gill for

maintenance. Like Bell South's TAPI, the Nynex GUI requires dual entry and automatically

logs offa CLEC representative after a period ofnon-use. The Gill only provides access to

maintenance and repair for resale, not for unbundled elements.

26. In many instances, ILEes are offering old versions ofstandard interfaces. No

ILEC, for example, has yet implemented EDI version 7.0 for ordering even though that

version was finalized by the Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) Service Order Sub-Committee

(SOSC) at the end ofFebruary. Instead, ofversion 7.0, Ameritech, for example, offers version

5.0 which does not offer the ability to order unbundled elements. Ameritech therefore

employs an ASR interface for ordering unbundled loops which requires manual intervention and

creates a fragmented ordering process that substantially impedes CLECs ability to compete.

27. It is noteworthy that the issue ofversion control/implementation for new standards

is an area that MCI believes may require further Commission oversight. The ATIS bodies are not

addressing such version control/implementation issues for local services standards precisely

because all ILECS have implemented proprietary interfaces to date and impeded any attempts to

establish processes and dates by which the emerging or existing standards must be implemented.

28. Finally, as explained above, as far as MCr is aware, no ILECs have yet begun

developing EDI via TCP/IP/SSL3 -- the industry standard solution for pre-ordering.
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Operational Readiness

29. Even where ILECs are offering interfaces that appear technically acceptable on

their face, for the most part, those interfaces are not operationally ready. MCl's experience with

PacBell and Ameritech -- the two ILECs with which MCI has the most commercial experience -­

demonstrates the need to carefully work through the inevitably difficult business rules which

underly any system before declaring an operations support system interface to be operationally

ready. In PacBell, for example, MCI had to stop advertising and scaled back its commercial

launch because the inability ofPacBell's OSS to handle even a small volume oforders was

injuring MCl's reputation. In Arneritech, as this Commission is well aware, the Wisconsin

Commission, the Michigan Commission, the lllinois Staff, and the Department ofJustice, all

recently concluded that Ameritech had not yet shown that its OSS was operationally ready -- even

though Arneritech had begun carrier to carrier testing of that OSS in February of 1996.

30. As Sam King explained in his affidavit before this Commission, it is indeed correct

that Arneritech's OSS is not operationally ready. Even for the processes with which Arneritech

has had the most experience, those for the ordering of resold POTS (plain Old Telephone

Service), significant problems remain. As of the time of Sam's affidavit, these included the

disappearance ofmore than 21% ofMCl's EDI orders into the "black hole" of Ameritech's

systems, dropped or erroneously added features on 27% ofMCl's EDI test orders, manual

intervention on 26.7% of the orders completed (based on Ameritech's data from the best month it

reports)~ double billing of more than 12% ofMCl's customers, and others. Sam explained that
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